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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to an Amendment filed June 30, 2008. Claims 1-33,35-41 are 
currently pending. Any rejection not set forth below has been overcome by the current Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-33,35-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stewart (US 
2002/0173981), herein referred to as Stewart, and further in view of Brauel et al. (US 2004/0002343), 
herein referred to as Brauel. 

As per claims 33,1,9,14,21,28, Stewart discloses a network of devices, as claimed, comprising: 
one or more access points to provide access to an internet site (see Fig. 1A, [120A-120B], giving 

PCD [110A-110B], access to internet site [180]); 

one or more internet access systems, each capable of communicating with the one or more 

access points to access the internet site through one of the access points (see Fig. 1A [110A-110B], 

showing internet access systems communicating with the access points to connect to the internet site 

[180]); 

an apparatus to provide the internet site and capable of being accessed through the one or more 
access points (see paragraph 35, showing that the KGL website is comprised on a web server (i.e. 
apparatus to provide the internet site)) comprising: 

a location table including a plurality of entries each having location information 
corresponding to an appropriate one of the access points (see paragraph 12, describing how APs are 
arranged in geographic locations and may provide geographic location information regarding the location 
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of the AP and that the AP transmits the location information to the system so that the user will receive 
location information from the website (see paragraph 47)); and 

localized information database coupled to the location table to provide localized 
information based on the location information (see paragraph 47, where localized information such as 
maps of the area or advertisements or services of business or nearby businesses), 

wherein the location information is determined at that apparatus based on the location table (see 
paragraph 47, describing how the KGL website (i.e. KGL web server) determines the access point 
location and "stored KGL information" correlated with that location to provide the location information, the 
stored information is considered the table). 

Although the system disclosed by Stewart shows substantial features of the claimed invention 
(discussed above), and shows that an access point can be identified by it's MAC ID to look up location 
information in a database (see paragraph 84) it fails to disclose that the location table includes a plurality 
of entries having a network address corresponding to one of the access points. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Stewart, as evidenced by Brauel. 

In an analogous art, Brauel discloses a system for receiving location based services where a 
wireless device communicates over a plurality of access points to a communication server. Brauel also 
shows a location table that includes a plurality of entries having a network address corresponding to an 
access point (see Fig. 2, showing a location table with network addresses (see paragraph 11) 
corresponding to an access point). 

Given the teaching of Brauel, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Stewart by employing a location table with 
network addresses corresponding to an access point, such as disclosed by Brauel, in order to identify the 
access point using it's network address and associate the access point address with it's location to 
provide location based services. 

As per claims 2,10,15,22,29,36, Stewart in view of Brauel further discloses that the network 
address is an internet protocol address (see Brauel paragraph 24, showing that the address is in 
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accordance with whatever communication protocol is used); since Stewart discloses using an IP network 
(see paragraph 65), it is obvious that the address is an internet protocol address). 

As per claims 3,16,23,37, Brauel further discloses generating an entry in the location table 
including the network address and the corresponding location information after receiving a first 
communication from one of the access points (see paragraph 25). 

As per claims 4,17,24,38, Stewart further discloses obtaining the corresponding location 
information from the access point (see paragraph 12, describing that the access point transmits the 
location information to the system). 

As per claims 5,18,25,39, Stewart further discloses that the localized information includes one or 
more of weather, news, traffic information and information regarding nearby points of interest (see 
paragraph 47 and paragraph 13). 

As per claims 6,12,19,26,30,40, Stewart further discloses that the internet site is provided by an 
internet server (see paragraph 35). 

As per claims 7,11,13,20,27,31,41, Stewart further discloses that the internet site is provided by 
the internet portal (see Fig. 4, describing how the customer accesses the KGL website (i.e. portal) to 
receive KGL services (i.e. known geographic location services) and paragraph *\3). 

As per claim 8, Stewart further discloses that the localized information is obtained from a 
localized information database (see paragraph 84). 

As per claim 32, Stewart further discloses that the location information is a physical location of the 
access point (see paragraph 34). 

As per claim 35, Stewart further discloses that the one or more internet access systems are one 
or more of a portable computer, a cellular telephone and a personal digital assistant device (see 
paragraph 41). 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed June 30, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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A) Applicant contends that Stewart does not teach a method of generating a location table 
corresponding to the network address and location of access points for a first communication 
from each of the access points and does not teach providing localized information obtained from 
a localized information database. 

In considering A), the Examiner partially agrees. The Examiner believes that Stewart 
does teach a location table including a plurality of entries each having location information 
corresponding to an appropriate access point, but does not disclose entries of network 
addresses. However, in the Office Action, Brauel was used to make up for the deficiency of the 
location table including a plurality of entries having a network address corresponding to one of the 
access points in Fig. 2 and paragraph 1 1 of Brauel. Stewarts teaching of a location table with 
entries of location information can be found in paragraph 47, where Stewart describes how the 
KGL web site i.e. apparatus comprising the location table, uses KGL information i.e. physical 
location information, to provide KGL based services to the customer, such as maps of the area 
local to the business, or discounts for good or services of the business. In this case, the localized 
information obtained from a localized information database is provided by the businesses 
themselves. Paragraph 47 says that KGL information may be stored on the server i.e. localized 
information database, that the businesses provided. The claim does not clearly state that the 
information in the localized information database can't come from the businesses. Applicant has 
also argued that Stewart does not teach that access points transmit network address and location 
information upon the first communication from each access point. Stewart shows that the access 
points transmit location information in paragraph 47, describing how "the KGL information may be 
determined by correlating the access point (AP) 120 with the stored KGL information". As 
discussed above the KGL information pertains to the physical location information. Stewart also 
discloses transmitting an address such as a MAC ID to the system (see paragraph 84). 
Furthermore, since Brauel discloses storing network addresses in a location table (see paragraph 
25) and that the access points store their own network addresses (see paragraph 24), it would be 
obvious that the network address can be transmitted instead of the MAC ID. In considering this 
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being done upon the first communication from each access point, it is not clearly claimed that 
before any communication from the access point, that this is the first communication. 

B) Applicant contends that Brauel does not teach that the location information is determined 
at an internet portal for a device based on the location table or that a controller within an 
apparatus providing an internet site, determines the location information based on the location 
table. 

In considering B), the Examiner partially agrees. The Examiner did not use Brauel to 
teach location information determined at an internet portal for a device. Brauel was merely used 
to show that a location table could contain a network address and a location of an access point. 
The system i.e. controller within an apparatus, of Stewart was used to show that an internet site 
i.e. KGL web site, could provide localized services to wireless subscribers based on the location 
of the access point i.e. local business information. Since Brauel was used to teach a location 
table with network address and location of access points to be used for looking up location based 
services, the Examiner believes it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have the KGL web site keep location information and network addresses of the 
access points, to offer KGL services to wireless devices that come within range of the access 
points. 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to PHILIP J. CHEA whose telephone number is (571 )272-3951 . The examiner can normally 
be reached on M-F 6:30-4:00 (1st Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenn Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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Examiner 
Art Unit 2453 
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